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1. PROBLEM : 

To evaluate the current Fitness Reporting System end suggest improve* 
meata. 

S. FACTS BEARING Oil T HF I^QBLBC} 

a,. As outlined in Tab A, the Agency has usod, (hiring the past twelve 
yuars, various kinds of Fitness Reporting systems* Under the 
leadership of the Career Council, e great deal of coordinated 
effort end careful consideration have gone into the develojaasnt, 
installation sod iaprevaaent of these employee evaluation systems, 
fc. The current Fitness Report, Fora 45, was developed during 1956 by 
a Task Force of ;3eaior Cff icialg fraa all parts of the Agency. It 
vas apjnwed by “the Council sad put into effect on 1 January 1959. 
This Repeat Is largely a cousbinatim of those perts of previous 
Fitness Reporting Foma which proved most useful end acceptable 
for employee evaluation purposes in the opinion of the Task Force 
Members sad the Career Council. 

c. The Agency* s statutory exemption from the Fer f ox r aa a.ee Rating Act 
aakee it pexaiasable fear CIA to adopt any type of employee rating 
system it considers appropriate or, fear that matter, to forego 

the use of a fonaal employee rating system. 

■ litifl €■% '■,■■■>’ - .... 

3* ’ liFCU^ioa ; .. r— i X . t - VJ ^ r 

»* Altixk^h there is a tendency oaths part $f aany to dissiae Fitness 

Report ratings as not me aningf ul, our siajor personnel programs are 
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of our peraaoattl. Career Semen mad Operating Offtoao 
Fitness Report e m ula t ion s la s ahs et t n g perso onel for 
for competitive m»»tion, sod fear training. Fitness Report ratings 
••sane critical ulgnificaftoe in determining nandUastlons of Individ* 
uais *al««HdUm*o»*t and in ranking personnel on relative retentim 
lints covering surplus categories of personnel. Accordingly, it 
aemm obvious that we mist strive to achieve a Fitness Report jarogreci 
vbidi irtll aeet «a*r ataln lotrative requlreoaats and provide equity to 
our personnel. 

b- The ixrepera-aton end dis cuss ion of Fitness Reports ere regarded as 
esamens tasks by most supervisors. Constant ttnjm^/^nSSS &mmt 
are needed to wsiotain such reports in reasonably currant status. 

The wwber of delln^eat r ep orts generally ascends 500. tladarstsnd* 
sbly, many of these apply to oversees personnel. 

e. With the foregoing facts in mind, a study of a large group of recent 
Fitness Reports was unde and a review completed of eoaments sad 
«geestio*» received voluntarily end solicitation from operating 
officlala, Career Service representatives, personnel officers oa& 
«o®loyess. The sfosay reveals that the following part® of our Fitness 
Report system warrant careful emamlnatlom to detemsine ways esxd mB&aa 
by idxicli improvement© cm be node: 

(1) Batina Standards 

She Record, 'fab 3, such standards are almost to tally 

Approved For Release 20fff/^d3i^StoPR78-03578A000700090002-5 


-* Approved For Release 2001/09/03 : CIA-RDP78-03578A000700090002-5 

• • •• 


ineffective and that statistically ratings are highly inflated. 
Fear ewrapLe, 9% of GS-12 and OS-13 personnel are evaluated 
by their superiors as clearly exceeding the basic requirements' 1 
of their petitions. Further, tao are than 50j» of OS-12 and OS-13 
personnel are evaluated as "superior" or higher in overall 
perfcoKtcnca, despite the fact that these individuals are being 
coopered with their peers, who ore presumably at the sane 
&P&&& level and performing similar work. This standard of 
rating discredits the Fitness Beport program and gives terms 
such as "superior" • hollow meaning. Mere iagxsrtant, it su^ests 
conduslanu that our Agency supervisors are inadequately trained 
±a their supervisory responsibilities, that they lack courage, 
or that reviewing officials are encouraging unrealistic ratings 
by failure to assume their own responsibilities. 

On the other hand, it must be recognized, that the Agency* situa- 
tion with respect to rating standards is probably no worse than 
exists in mat other Federal agencies and private organise! ions. 
Second, sorae advantages are gained in achieving better production 
and employes.- morale through the use of aocoiu’aging ratings. 

These are shori-tera advantages, however, and lead to more 
serious problems over the long run in situations where it is 
aeeessary to take adverse actions against employees frankly 
ackaowledi^c, to be lees than mediocre but whose Fitness Bepcrts 
faithfully document their perfortionce m aost distinguished. 

SSHhUfciiJ 
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Section 


With respect to other nanertcal ratings on the current Fitness 
Beporfc Fora, much tbs earn situation applies. As noted la 

G# ****** ***** fcurth » tbs ratings applying to specific 
outieo perforated by employee* (Section B) are of the " 5 M 

(Exeellsat) level or higher oa the 7 Oegme scale. Similarly, 
action D, ibplnapse Characteristics, three-fourths of the 
ratings are 4 or better, using a 5 point scale* 

Xa team of the averages tabulated for the ratings la tbeoe 
sections, the following situation obtains: 

Xtepe -ated Settle Agency Average 

Specific Duties k Co<vn*t*«* * ,, . 


Overall Pert oroaace 


Maployee Character- 
istics 


4 Ccefipetent 

5 Hscelleat 
o Guperior 

4 Clearly itcceeds 
^e^iiraaeate 

5 Smearier in Every 

bsportaat Respect 

3 b'omal Begree 

4 Above Average 

5 C^tstanding 


Excellent 


4*0 Above Average 


*** pr ° Ciivitiy 1:0 rate geafemialy has not been confined to 
the current Fitness Report Form or system but has long existed 
ia this and other Agencies* Several of our Career Service Heads 
"* ******* ^racial* tesns male ^ aw mttng genuine and 
aggressive efforts to obtain realistic rating® of individuals 
under their Jurisdiction. Although some successes have been 
©cbievad in parte of the Agency, a unified Agency-wide effort 
in IMs respect has not been undertaken and may be worth con- 
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Such s progress, imeemee, mU, involve mams “dom-rwtdng’' of 
ca^loyeee if we are to achieve nans realistic disjscarsioa of 
the ratings using the scales now provided* Ms pr og n aa 
would uaoombte&ly pose norale problems cm the part of employees 
adversely affected, great reluctance on the peart of supervisors, 
end in the long run could sell cost nare to all cmeeraed than 
it might be worth* 

She logi c al alternate is the institution of a changed orating 
structure which would mk& possible foar supervisors to make 
a fresh start* Obviously, if it is to succeed, such a system 
waild reqjiira understanding by nil concerned, courageous and 
objective action by rating officials, sad & most careful eyst®a 
of review end control. 




2h Section l, each individual is rated on the wanner of perform* 
aaoe of specific saajctr duties an a 7 point wale* In Section C, 
the individuals overall p erfoanaaa oe in bis current position is 
rated m m 6 point scale, idesm in Section C, each individual^ 
characteristics are rated on a 5 point scale. This variance in 
scale was built into the feasant intentionally by the Task Force. 
A principal purpose was to avoid standardization cf ratings by 
lashing direct camps risen# between ratings of Section. B, C, sad 
P not aeaniagful. The asoocistitsi of adjectival deseriptions 

if ;,?5 * I its Lt -■> s 4.* ■■- 
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with the varying mnsber of rating degree* hae caused wLs» 
understandings on the pert of rater* end aapleyees being 
rated, end ho* generated * amber of official cements end 
employee suggestions that ws adopt » eii^Le unifom rating 
scale. A consolidation of the three separate rating scale* 
on the basis of 1 he adjective ratings indicates that literally 
ffinfr 9 <yf ratiiig; 


Section B 


1* Unsatisfactory (1} 

2. Barely Adequate (2) 

3. •*«*#••• 


Fails to USmt Btecfttiraaents (1) Least Possible Degree (1) 
*« ..a...... T.<a<iari OaOM (2) 


ejects Blest Ssqpiranent*; De- (2) 
ficlmt is Cm or More 
Bsportaitt Respects 


Acceptable 

(3) 



Competent 

W 

Meets Basic Be^uirenents 

(3) 


s 

Exceeds Basic Requirement*^) 

Satcellegt 

(5) 



Superior 

(6) 

Superior 

(5) 

Oute bending 

(7) 

outstanding 

(6) 


(4) Meet* Basic Be^uirenents (3) Bonsai Degree 

Exceeds Basic requirement# (4) Above Average 

(5) .... 

(6) Superior (5) ......... 

(7) Outstanding {6} Outstanding 

She above comparison su ppor t s tin suggestions that oar current 
rating scales be simplified for easier understanding. A proposal 
along these lines is swfesitted in paragraph of this study* 


Section A *» General 

mi ' section covers basic data identifying aaployee end his 
status. Changes aiay be required, to indicate category of employee 
to replace section titled "Career Staff status". 
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ie Duties 


Jteirie*? of caaaeats and srugeestlons reveals the general egree- 
aiaat that ^seelfie asjor duties warraat Individual evaluation 
m a n^^cal-^Jective scale. Cse official proposes that 
the «aploy*,: list his specific duties la narrative fashion 
to he modified by rater, if necessary. Rater would then describe 
in narrative- how well each duty has been performed, la essence, 
this proposal reflects a conWnatica of Section S with Section 

£ *' of Jo b Berfanaaaes . This «y»«aa was 

used by the Agency frees August 1^2 until September 195^, Form 
37-151, Tab A, but vac abandoned partly because such narrative 
evaluations of specific duties tended to be generalised and 
did not p iW Me a basis for co^isou of perforce between 
individuals. la mmmxy, the continuance of this section in 

its present fora with revision of the rating scale seems de- 
sirable. 

§£ Stim c »*. l i aluation of Overall , j^rforaaace in Currant 'gog iMgn 
Share exists abaost unanhaous opinion that sa overall rating of 
perforamoe is essential to the purposes a Fitness Import should 
serve la the Agency. Most ccraments received em phas ized that 
it should be iaade dear that each employee is being eoaparad 
with others of similar level and type of work in cm, not with 
the population at large. Again, the desirability of changing 
the rating scale to confora with other sections of the Fitness 


Report was retioaaeaded stroogly. 
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'mi&tto at o p i nion by users off the Reports is tfort the 
ratings of tpcclfle characteristics is not very 
ead could wall tie diaoaa tlina , It me pointed out that such 
<heractertsties ae "Get* 'SMags Done”, Bceourc efuT, Writes 
Effectively, end the lfte would, if ggplleahle to the Job 
P«Rfoa»ed be considered la the level of rating accorded specific 
Unties la Section B end in the narrative avaluatioa oaf p@rfo®»- 
aace, Section E. Accordingly, the purpose oaf this section 
eight be served e^iaUy rail if the Instructions for SeettcraB 
nod £ would include a statement tha t 




1 y P i ? * * v-i- f « t « 


specific duties end overall performance, the 
folioviag factors ¥311 be considered and s pecifically 
caaaaated upon when they are considered of significance 
in the Job: 


Productivity 

Decieiveacae 




Clearly 

Records Discipline 


Resourcefulness 
Security Cketecicuswra 


HERr 


Sffectiveoese at Written 
Expression 


Sectton D would then be elim i nat e d , ead tbs report thereby 
simplif ied without losing any vital 
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““ Mb accountability for cnaorBcB*t of Fitoeoa Report ratlnga bare 

°°t ba °° ato0D8ly ******* In men, parts of the Ag^cy. 
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DISTRIBUTION BY GRADE GROUPS OF FITNESS REPORT RATINGS DESCRIPTIVE OF THE EMPLOYEE 
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DISTRIBUTION BY CAREER SERVICE OF FITNESS REPORT RATINGS DESCRIPTIVE OF THE 
- - T -r— GS-3 through GS -15 


employee 


i SECTION D 



RATING 1 » L^AST POSSIBLE ©£GR££ 

i ; 

} I 

RATING 2 •*> LIMITED DEGREE 


3“ » “NORMAL DEGREE "j~ 

^ | RATING 4 » alovE AVERAGE DEGREE 

— I I ■ ! • • I . 

, RATING 5 * OUTSTANDING DEGREE 


'•SPSS. ■ jj|| :; 




*#■ -■ i ! fl 

: - III ; . : ■ill 


|lp ^ ; j ' ■ | l«| 

ill 

' | - * |pP 

• : ; || 

“ Mr 7 :: IP 

3°^- ftj| j 

Sip i : . ff?|f 

1 • : K 



I ; CA13ESB S Eftyfeg ttm p 

| ■ p ““ — “ 

-_-j_Pg#i££NT 0,F 

, PERCENT OF GROUP 6?&Ye® g 

j PERCENT OF Gf^oyp RATS© 3 

! PERCENT of group rated 4 

j PERCENT OF Gjpyp RATE© 5 


||P 

— 


: w. : 

20$ 
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distribution asoa g grades is in approximately the easts ratio as the actual Agency 
employee grade distribution, la Section B the ratings apply only to the first 
three specific duties regarded® of the number of duties rated. In Section D all 
ratings describing the cherstr&sristics of the employee sere tabulated— usually tea, 
unless the characteristics wsr® sot applicable or act observed. 

COHFXDEBTIAL 

THE CHARACTERISTICS WERE NOT APPLICABLE OR NOT OBSERVED. 
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TABULA^PI 

ter FITNESS REPORT RATlfcJGS 8Y CAREOjj 
^ GS~3 THROUGH GS -15 

D'“ 1 


SECTION B 



SECTION D 


Description op* the Employee 


1 2 


16 220 6io 277 


i$ 20$ 54 $ z% 


- 24 42 12 

- 4 156 149 23 

2 38 62 20 

6 17 6 

5 38 78 28 

- - 4 5 10 

5 14 48 10 

- - 26 95 46 


17 3^3 528 185 


1$ 30# 510 18$ 


5 45 217 384 223 26 

IJS 5 $ 24$ 42$ 25$ 3$ 


- 

3 

26 

4 

73 

6 

34 

• 


1 

9 

9 

- 

1 

13 

26 

26 

• 


6 

3 

* 

- 

- 

4 

29 

4 

<*> 

5 

39 

53 

34 

- 

* 

12 

33 

34 

- 

1 

16 

3? 

»7 

- 

2 

19 

37 

18 

- 

• 

7 

4i 

8 

- 

12 

147 

342 

184 

- 

2$ 

21$ 

50$ 

27$ 

• 

45 

680 

l48o 

646 

- 

2$ 

24$ 

52$ 

22$ 


1 - UWSAT I SFACTORY 1 <** LEAST POSSIBLE DEGREE 

2 - BARELY ADEQUATE 2 « LIMITED DECREE 

3 - ACCEPTABLE 3 - NORMAL DEGREE 

4 - COMPETENT 4 - ABOVE AVERAGE DEGREE 

5 - EXCELLENT 5 • OUTSTANDING DEGREE 

6 - SUPERIOR 

7 - OUTSTANDING 

THE MATERIAL USED IN THIS SAMPLING IS TAKEN FROM i960 F 1 TNESS REPORTS . THE 0 I 8 TR.SUT.ON AMONG CAREER 
SERVICES IN IN APPROXIMATELY THE SAME RATIO AS THE ACTUAL AGENCY CAREER SERVICE EMPLOYEE DISTRIBUTION IN 
SECT.ON B THE RATINGS APPLY ONLY TO THE FIRST THREE SPECIFIC DUTIES REGARDLESS OF THE HUMBER OF BUT.ES RATED 
IN SECTION O ALL RATINGS DESCRIBING THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE EMPLOYEE MERE TABULATED— USUALLY TEN. UNLESS 
THE CHARACTER! ST i CS WERE WOT APPLICABLE 09 WOT OBSERVED « 

F_ 


2 « LIMITED DEGREE 

3 - NORMAL DEGREE 

4 - ABOVE AVERAGE DEGREE 

5 * OUTSTANDING DEGREE 
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FITNESS REPORT 

EMPLOYEE SERIAL NUMBER 

SECTION A GENERAL 


1. NAME (Last) 

(First) (Middle) 

2. DATE OF BIRTH 

3. SEX 

4. GRADE 

5. SERVICE DESIGNATION 

O _ . _ 

6. OFFICIAL POSITION TITLE 


7. OFF/DIV/BR OF 

' ASSIGNMENT 
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N'OT ELIGIBLE 


PENDING 


MEMBER 


DEC LINED 


10. DATE REPORT DUE IN O.P. 


DEFERRED 


11. REPORTING PERIOD 
From 


To 


INITIAL 


ANNUAL 


REASSIGNMENT/SUPERVISOR 


REASSIGNMENT/EMPLOY EE 


SPECIAL (Specify) 


SECTION B 


EVALUATION OF PERFORMANCE OF SPECIFIC DUTIES 

List up to six of the most important specific duties performed during the rating period. Insert rating number which besl-descrihes «h* 
manner in wh.ch employee performs EACH specific duty. Consider ONLY effectiveness in performance of that duty. ATl employees 
with supervisory responsibilities MUST be rated on their ability to supervise (indicate number of emoloveea s u nnrWs»j' Y 


1 - Unsatisfactory 2 --Barely adequate 3 - Acceptable 

4 - Competent |5 - Excellent 1 6 - Superior 1 7 - Outstandina 

SPECIFIC DUTY NO. 1 

RATING 

NO. 

■ — i 

SPECIFIC DUTY NO. 4 

RATING 

NO. 

SPECIFIC DUTY NO. 2 

RATING 

NO. 

SPECIFIC DUTY NO. 5 

RATING 

NO. 

SPECIFIC DUTY NO. 3 

RATING 

NO. 

SPECIFIC DUTY NO. 6 

RATING 

NO. 


J^!. ,n l" 0 J 'tt" n \ eVery, J hin ? ab< ?°* ,he employee which influences his effectiveness in his current position - performance of specific 
vour know^edaenf^ c °. nduc \ on ' ob ' cooperativeness, pertinent personal traits or habits, particular limitations or talents. Based on 

State^nT^ otpeXma^? 9 P, ° Ce ,a,i " 9 " Umber ,n *• b ° X responding to the 


1 - Performance in many important respects .foils to meetreauirements.- 

3 ' Performance mos ‘ 1 'equipments but is dS^Tirit In one or more important respects. 

a " ^ er ' ormance clearly meets basic requirements. _ ~' ferT= ^~"~^ _ -- - 

4 - Performance clearly Exceeds basic requirements. 

j " Performance in every important respect is superior. 

6 - Performance in every respect is outstanding. 


RATING 

NO. 


SECTION D 


DESCRIPTION OF THE EMPLOYEE 


n the rating boxes below, check (X) the degree to which each characteristic applies to the employee 


— Leostpo^sible degree | 2 - Limited degree [ 3 - Normal degree | 4 - Above average degree | 5 - Outstanding degree 


CHARACTERISTICS 


GETS THINGS DONE 
RESOURCEFUL 


NOT 

APPLI- 

CABLE 


NOT 

OB- 

SERVED 


RATING 


ACCEPTS RESPONSIBIL ITIES 

CAN MAKE DECISIONS ON HIS OWN WHEN NEED ARISES 


DOES HIS JOB WITHOUT STRONG SUPPORT 


FACILITATES SMOOTH OPERATION OF HIS OFFICE 


WRITES EFFECTIVELY 


SECURITY CONSCIOUS 


HINKS CLEARLY 

DISCIPLINE IN ORIGINATING, MAINTAINING AND DISPOSING OF RECORDS 


OTHER (Specify): 


SEE SECTION *E” ON REVERSE SIDE 
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